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PROPOSED USE OF THE PLENARY POWERSTO
DESIGNATEA TYPE SPECIES FOR THE GENUS" TRI-
GONIA" BRUGUIERE, 1789 (CLASS PELECYPODA,

ORDEREULAMELLIBRANCHIATA)

By L. R. COX, Sc.D., F.R.S.

{Department of Geology, British Museum (Natural History), Londm)

(Commission's reference Z.N.(S.)499)

The object of the present apphcation is to seek the assistance of the Inter-
national Commission on Zoological Nomenclature in securing, by the use of
its plenary powers, that the type species of the important and well-known
genus Trigania Bruguiere, 1789 {Ency. meth. (Vers) 1 : xiv) shall be a clearly
identifiable species of the genus universally known by that name. It is hoped
that it will be possible for the International Commission to give an early
decision on the present application, since that decision is urgently required
in connection with the preparation of the relevant portion of the forthcoming
Treatise on Invertebrate Paleontology.

In order to make clear the nature of the problem involved, I set out
below particulars of the way in which the name Trigonia was used on each of
the first five occasions on which that name appeared in print :

(1) Original publication by Bruguiere in 1789

A short generic diagnosis was given ; no bibliographical references
were given

; no nominal species was cited as belonging to the genus.

(2) As used by Bruguiere in 1797 {Ency. meth. {Vers) 2 : pis. 237, 238)

The name Trigonia appeared at the head of the foregoing plates,
on which were figured several species of what are now known as
Trigonia. No names were cited for those species.

(3) As used by Lamarck, 1799 {Mem. Soc. Hist. nut. Paris 1799 : 86)

Lamarck gave a short diagnosis for the genus and in addition
cited the following reference :

" Trigonia . . . Encyl.t.237. Natur-
forsch. 15e livraison, t. iv."

At the time of the publication of the foregoing paper by Lamarck,
the species figured on the plate in the Encyclop. meth. were still
unnamed, but the second of the plates cited by Lamarck, belongs to
a paper by Hermann (1781, " Brief fiber einige Petrefacten," Natur-

forscher 15 : 115-134, pis. 4, 5), who was an undoubtedly binominal
author, which does contain binominal names for the species figured,
namely :—(1) Cardium tortuosum ; (2) Venus oder Donax sulcata ;
(3) Venus oder Donax tuberculata ; (4) Vemis oder Dmax nodosa ';

(5) Venus oder Donax dubia.
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(4) As used by Lamarck, 1801 {Syst. Anim. sans Vertebr. : 116)

On this occasion Lamarck gave a generic diagnosis, repeated the

reference to " Natiirf. 15e livraison t.4," and cited without specific

diagnosis one nominal species, as follows :

—
" Trigonia nodulosa n.

Knorr. Foss. p.ll, t.l7, f.8. Encyclop. t.237, f.4."

(5) As used by Lamarck, 1804 {Ann. Mus. Hist. not. Paris 4 : 354)

Lamarck again gave a generic diagnosis. He cited one nominal

species only, the Eecent T. margaritacea Lamarck (then named for

the first time —on page 355).

As the name Trigonia Bruguiere, 1789, was published prior to 1st January

1931, with a generic diagnosis, the fact that no nominal species was cited as

belonging to this genus does not invalidate it. Accordingly this name is

available as from Bruguiere, 1789. In order to ascertain what nominal species

is, under the Regies, the type species of Trigonia Bruguiere, it is necessary to

apply the rules laid down for determining the type species of a genus established

without any nominal cited as belonging thereto. Until 1948, the only rules

dealing with this subject were those laid down in the Commission's Opinion 46

(1912, Smithson. Publ. 2060 : 104-107). At its Session held in Paris in July

1948, the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, when drawing

up, for submission to the International Congress of Zoology, proposals for the

incorporation in the Regies of interpretative rulings given in previously pub-

lished Opinions, gave special consideration to the problem dealt with in Opinion

46. The conclusions then reached by the Commission, which were approved

by the Congress, involved both the amendment and clarification of the ruling

previously given in the foregoing Opinion. The terms of the decision then

taken have since been published in the Official Record of the Proceedings of

the Commission at its Paris Session (1950, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 4 : 159-160, 346).

It is therefore in the light of the foregoing decisions that the type species of

Trigonia Bruguiere must be determined.

In the first of the decisions cited above, it was provided that " where'

prior to 1st January 1931, a generic name was published for a genus established

(a) with an indication, definition or description, (b) with no nominal species

distinctly referred to it, the first nominal species to be subsequently so referred

to it by the same or another author is to be deemed to have been an originally

included species and that species automatically becomes the type species of

the genus in question." At the same time Opinion 46 was cancelled. In the

later of the decisions cited above, provision was made for the case where on the

first occasion on which any nominal species was subsequently referred to such

a genus, two or more such species were referred, it being then provided that in

such a case all the nominal species so referred to the genus in question were to

be treated as originally included species and that it was from those species

alone that a subsequent author, acting under Rule (g) in Article 30, could

validly select a type species for the genus.

Applying the foregoing decisions to the case of Trigonia, we see at once

that the action by Bruguiere in 1797 (case (2) above) in applying the name
Trigonia to certain unnamed species figured on plates has no bearing on the
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present problem, for, as no names were applied to those species, Bruguiere

did not on that occasion " distinctly refer " any nominal species to this genus.

We have next to consider whether Lamarck's action in 1799 (case (3)

above) has any bearing on the present problem. In this case, it will be recalled,

Lamarck cited no nominal species as belonging to this genus bnt he did give a

reference to a previously published paper in which certain nominal species

were figured (by Hermann in 1781). Prior to the Paris Congress of 1948, it

was held by some authors that the citation by Lamarck of Hermann's paper

should be deemed to constitute the reference to the genus Trigonia of the

nominal species figured by Hermann. Thus, in 1932 {Amer. J. Sci. (5) 24 : 449)

Crickmay argued that the type species of this genus could be selected only from

among the nominal species which (1) conformed with Bruguiere's diagnosis

and (2) had already been described by 1789 and that the only such species were

those described by Hermann. Crickmay thereupon selected as the type species

of Trigonia the second of the species cited by Hermann, namely " Venus oder

Donax sulcata " Hermann, 1781 {Naturforscher 15 : 127) ; in 1936 this selection

was accepted, though on slightly different grounds, by Rennie {Ann. S. Afr.

Mus. 31 : 331-332). This species is a Jurassic species of the Costatae group of

the genus now known as Trigonia. In view, however, of the requirement laid

down by the Paris Congress in 1948, that, in order to be available for selection

as the type species of a genus established without nominal species, a nominal

species must have been " distinctly " referred to the genus in question by the

first subsequent author to place any nominal species in the genus in question,

it does not appear that Lamarck's action in citing a reference to a plate by an

earlier author without himself citing any nominal species can properly be held

to amount to his having " distinctly referred " to Trigonia the species figured

by Hermann. This is a question, however, on which it would be helpful if the

International Commission, when dealing with the present application, would

give an express ruling in a " Declaration " under the procedure prescribed by
the Paris Congress (1950, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 4 : 136-137).

If, as appears to be the case, Lamarck's action in 1799 did not amount to

the " distinct " reference of any nominal species to the genus Trigonia, the

next work to be considered is Lamarck's Syst. Anim. sans Vertebr. of 1801

(case (4) above). On this occasion, Lamarck cited as belonging to this genus

one nominal species —and one species only— namely the then new species

Trigonia nodulosa. Accordingly, on the view advanced above, that species

becomes the type species of Trigonia Bruguiere, by monotopy. The inter-

pretation of this nominal species rests exclusively upon the figures cited by
Lamarck and does not depend upon the identity of any specimen preserved

in the Lamarckian Collection. The reference given by Lamarck to Knorr is

bibliographically incorrect, as Lamarck assigned his own numbers to Knorr 's

plates ; the plate intended by Lamarck, when he referred to " plate 17 " is

apparently Knorr's plate " B.I.a". Figure 8 (the figure no. cited by Lamarck)
represents a broken Trigonia. The species figured is however specifically

indeterminable. The interpretation of the nominal species Trigonia nodulosa

Lamarck, 1801, thus rests solely upon figure 4 on plate 237 of the Encyclopedie

methodique.

XJnfortunately, however, it has to be noted at this point that in 1819
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(Hist. nat. Anim. saus Vertehr. 6(1) : 63, G4) Lamarck identified tlie species

figured as fig. 4 ou pi. 237 of the Encijcloj). meth. as Trigonia aspera Lamarck,

1819 {loc. cil. 6(1) : 63) and figure 2 on the same plate as Trigonia nodidosa

Lamarck, 1801. The same interpretations were repeated by Lamarck in

explanation of pi. 237 of the Encyclop. meth. Wehave therefore the diSiculty of

deciding whether the " f.4 " cited by Lamarck in 1801 was a misprint (or slip

of the pen) for " f.2 " or whether in 1819 Lamarck transferred the identification

from the one species to the other. It may be mentioned that a specimen in the

Lamarckian Collection figured by Favre (J.) in 1914 {Cat. illustr. Coll. Lamarck

(3) : pi. 35, figs. 253a, b) as Trigonia nodulosa Lamarck appears to be the

species represented on fig. 2 of plate 237 rather than that represented on figure 4.

This does not however establish the identity of the taxonomic species repre-

sented by the nominal species Trigonia nodulosa Lamarck, 1801, which rests

solely upon the bibliographical reference then cited. Accordingly, if we reject

the suggestion that Lamarck's reference in 1801 to the Encyclop. meth. is a

misprint (a suggestion which would require a ruling from the Commission to

secure definitive acceptance), it appears that the taxonomic species represented

by the nominal species {Trigonia nodulosa Lamarck, 1801), which is the type

species of the genus Trigonia Bruguiere by monotypy, is the species usually

known as Trigonia aspera Lamarck, 1819, to which the name Trigonia nodulosa

should be transferred. This species is of Jurassic age and belongs to the

Clavellatae group of the genus now known as Trigonia.

Reviewing the position as set out above, there are, it seems to me, strong

objections to the acceptance, as the t}'pe species of Trigonia Bruguiere, of the

nominal species Trigonia nodulosa Lamarck, 1801. I hold this view for two
reasons : (1) Crickmay's (1932) selection of Venus sulcata Hermann, 1781,

as the type species of Trigonia Bruguiere, though (as it appears) invalid, has

been accepted by later workers, having been adopted by Rennie in 1936, by
Shimer & Shrock, in 1944 {Index Fossils of N. America : 401), and by Cox and
Arkell in 1948 (" Survey of the Mollusca of the British Great Oolite Series,"

Mon. pal. Soc. : 21). The interpretation of Venus sulcata Hermann is not in

doubt, and by the acceptance of that species as the type species of Trigonia,

this important genus of Mesozoic fossils is clearly defined. (2) The acceptance

of Trigonia nodulosa Lamarck as the type species of this genus would not only

involve a confusing change in existing practice (including the acceptance, as

the type species, of a species belonging to the Clavellatae group of the genus

in place of a species belonging to the Costatae group) but would involve also

the acceptance, as the t}'pe species, of a species {Trigonia nodulosa Lamarck)
which at present is universally known by another name {Trigonia aspera

Lamarck). In view of the importance of the genus Trigonia Bruguiere and the

confusion which, in this instance, would be involved by the strict application

of the Regies, I consider that this is a case where it is desirable that the Inter-

national Commission should use its plenary powers to designate Venus sulcata

Hermann, 1781, as the type species of this genus, and, in order to avoid the

confusing transfer of trivial names referred to above, also to suppress the

trivial name nodidosa Lamarck, 1801 (as published in the combination Trigonia

nodulosa). Further, in view of the fact that in 1804 Lamarck (case (5) in the

second paragraph of the present application) applied the name Trigonia to
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a recent species {Trigoma imrgaritacea Lamarck, 1804) wl.icli has since becometh. type speeds of a separate genus, Neotngoma CWmann, 1912 (Ann. PateZt.
7(2)

.

81) It would be desirable for the Commission to take the presentopportumty to place the name Neotrigonia Cossmann on the O^d^/ E o/Generu^ Names tn Zoology at the same time as the name TrigonfXutuLtthe trivial names of the type species of these genera, together with the trSname aspera Lamarck, 1819 (as published in the combination TrZl aZm]being simutaneously paced on the Official List of Specific TriZlNaZZ
fombmatTon t''""'^ Tf 'f

''''''' Lamarck,'l801 (as publishedm thecombination Tngmta noduhsa), as proposed to be suppressed under the

tZI^^r '^^'"^ '^"^ '^ ^''''''' "^ ^^^'^ Sve^r^
There is one final point to which attention should be given •

this is inrelation to the identity of the taxonomic species represented by the nomnd
Z:ZlTZ£^^T^^^^ ''''

J^^^^
'^ i-' *^^ possibVy thaTThspecimens illustiated by Hermann may have belonged to two species and it is

sTcS^i" lecTt^'^'
'^

f'V'''
''''^'''^ '' *^^' «P-- be,Cd d ubt byselecting a lectotj^je under the procedure prescribed by the International

S:1rd&f ^'"\T ^'^ ^^"^^^ '' ''''' ' ^-^ thereSelfcted

represent tLlpn. ^''^'''f^^'S
the same specimen) on Hermann's plate iv to

Srshot Alsl?''

of this species. This specimen is from the Upper Lias of

wSL ' if- J^'
^^'-'' specimen said to come from Champagne

Venus sulcata, may we 1 belong to a different species and have come from adifferent formation. I have selected the Gundershofen specimen in pre erenceto that from C^hampagne to represent the lectotype because in the descriptbn

abife arcT^d i:t'^' "
''k7^V^

^^^^^^^ ^^^^«^^^ -^ figures 9 2l 10

rectotvnpiw-
'' ^T^^^ *^^* *^^ P^P^^ containing the foregoinglectotype selection may not be published until after the appearance of the

ZTl^T^""'^^ ^^ the 5.Z/...n ofZoolog^cal Non^enclaturI^ZTZLZ
national Commission on Zoological Nomenclature to take n^te of the actionproposed and when placing the tri^-ial name sulcata Hermann 1781 aspubhshed m the bmominal combination Venus sulcata) on the Official List of

oTllS: ""T'lr ^''> '' ^^^ ^ ^^'^ *^^^ '^^ -"- -Teed on h{Qfficml List IS appHcable to the species defined by the foregoing lectotype

nh. -^ ^'',f ^"^^l^.
recommend that, in addition to rendering a Declarationckrifymg the position arising when, in the case of a genus established wkirtany nommal species distinctly referred thereto, a suLequent au hor w tWciting any such species, gives a bibliographical reference to an earh r publica^^

(1) use its plenary powers :

—

(a) to set aside all type designations or selections made for thegenus Trigoma Bruguiere, 1789, prior to the date of the
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proposed decision, and to designate Venus sulcata Hermann,
1781, to lie the type species of that genus

;

(b) to suppress for the purposes of the Law of Priority but not

for those of the Law of Homonymy the trivial name nodulosa

Lamarck, 1801 (as published in the binominal combination

Trigonia nodulosa)

;

(2) place the under-mentioned names on the Official List of Generic

Names in Zoology : —
(rt) Trigonia Bruguiere, 1789 (type species, by designation under

the plenary powers, as proposed under (!)(«) above : Venus

sidcata Hermann, 1781)

;

{h) Neotrigonia Cossmann, 1912 (type species, by original designa-

tion : Trigonia rrmrgaritacea Lamarck, 1804)

;

(3) place the under-mentioned specific trivial names on the Official List

of Specific Trivial Names in Zoology :
—

(a) sulcata Hermann, 1781 (as pubhshed in the binominal com-

ination Venus sulcata), as defmed by its lectotype, figs. 9 and 10

(representing the same specimen) on plate iv of Hermann's

Brief Hher einige Petrefacten of 1781
;

(h) margaritacea Lamarck, 1804 (as published in the binominal

combination Trigonia margaritacea) ;

(c) aspera Lamarck, 1819 (as published in the binominal com-

bination Trigonia aspera) ;

(4) place the trivial name nodulosa Lamarck, 1801 (as published in the

binominal combination Trigonia nodulosa), as proposed in (1)(6)

above, to be suppressed under the plenary powers, on the Official

Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in Zoology.

ONTHE PROPOSEDVALIDATION UNDERTHE PLENARY
POWERSOF THE GENERIC NAMES " TETTIGONIA

"

LINNAEUS, 1758, AND "ACRIDA" LINNAEUS, 1758, IN
THE ORDERORTHOPTERA(CLASS INSECTA)

By KLAUSGUNTHER
{Institut fiir Genetik der Freien Universitdt Berlin, Berlin- Dahleni, Germany)

(Commission's reference Z.N.(S.)328)

(Letter dated 5th July 1951)

I beg leave to state my decided support of the proposals submitted by
Dr. Ashley B. Gurney (1951, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 2 : 106-109) that the names
Tettigonia Linnaeus, 1758, and Acrida Linnaeus, 1758, in the Order Orthoptera


